Introduction
The processes of grammaticalisation by which lexical verbs turned into auxiliaries in English raise a number of interesting questions, many of them already studied in depth. Grammaticalisation involves semantic and syntactic and sometimes morphological change, as well as changes of distribution, and the changes need not be simultaneous.
In this paper I wish to explore the dating and significance of grammaticalisation of certain English auxiliaries by looking at their combinatory possibilities. The sequencing and co-occurrence constraints on the present-day auxiliaries are among the most systematic areas of English syntax, if we allow ourselves to leave aside marginal and dialectal forms. Some combinations once possible have become ungrammatical, while other combinations have come into existence during the period of recorded history, not always as soon as might have been predicted from the behaviour of the individual auxiliaries. These facts allow us to infer dates for grammaticalisation certainly of the progressive and perhaps of other auxiliaries too.
The auxiliary system of Present-day English in tensed, finite clauses can be represented as follows:
(1) (Modal) (Perfect) (Progressive) (Passive)
The four slots come in a fixed relative order. Each slot can be filled or not, independently. If none is filled, then the dummy auxiliary DO may appear as sole auxiliary; whether DO is necessary, optional, or forbidden depends on the clause type and the lexical verb. All of this is familiar and of course oversimplified, but it will serve the purpose adequately for now. There are pros and cons in using a grammatical label like "perfect" rather than a lexical item like HAVE. The former allows us to generalise across different possible exponents of a slot, such as HAVE, BE or Old English WEORÐAN for the perfect, the latter to generalise across different uses of a particular verb -notably BE. I shall use both (and see also §4.3 below).
With the possible exception of Passive, all of these auxiliaries form periphrases with a lexical verb in the sense that the combination Aux + V commutes with the simple verb V. Cross-linguistically it is probably justifiable to treat passive Aux + V as a periphrasis too, but for English -especially after the demise of the unique inflectional passive of HATAN 'be called' -the label is less than ideal. For the reason that follows, however, it will be convenient to retain passives in the definition.
These auxiliaries form probably the most orderly and systematic area of English syntax. It is a truism that each of the items which can serve as an auxiliary is a development -historically speaking -out of some full-verb use, and it is reasonable to call all of them grammaticalised. (I shall ignore the main-verb analyses of Present-day English auxiliaries.) There are various grounds for this: the facts that they are closed-class items, virtually without restriction as to the lexical verbs they can collocate with (though this is less true of BE than of other auxiliaries), mostly without argument structure of their own, morphologically odd, semantically general in having senses to do with tense or aspect or at least with sentence modification (epistemic meaning, etc.), and so on. But grammaticalisation is alternatively a diachronic process or a synchronic gradient, and it is a moot point how far into the process or how far along the gradient a verb has to go before it can be said to be "grammaticalised". Consider perfect HAVE in diachronic terms. The English perfect is generally regarded as a development by reanalysis of structures involving possessive HAVE. Contrast (2) and (3) In rare examples of the older type like (2), HAVE can be a transitive lexical verb meaning 'possess', the word order may involve a sentence brace in which the NP -which is object of HAVE -precedes the participle, and the participle is an object predicative which may carry adjectival inflection. In (3), however, HAVE cannot mean 'possess', and in this particular case there is no object and no adjectival agreement on the participle. Various stages of development of the perfect are potentially relevant:
(A) when the HAVE perfect became available for any lexical verb which did not conjugate with BE (late Old English?) (B) when it had come to be a pure tense equivalent (late Old English?) (C) when it had developed approximately its present-day meaning (seventeenth century?) -which would have involved the loss of B (D) when it became available for every non-auxiliary verb (late Modern English) I am content to regard A as indicating the stage when perfect HAVE had become an auxiliary verb, since it suggests that HAVE was being used transparently, i.e. without an argument structure or selectional restrictions of its own. It had been reached when perfect HAVE occurred with transitive participles meaning 'distributed', 'lost', 'eaten' -meanings incompatible with possession -or with intransitive verbs, or with less than fully transitive verbs, as in (3) . As discussed in Denison (1993: 346-8) , word order and participial inflection are not in themselves reliable indicators of the syntactic status of possible HAVE perfects. For other auxiliaries all sorts of evidence of grammaticalisation may be used. In this paper I shall concentrate on one seemingly simple source of evidence: the combinatory possibilities of (potential) auxiliaries. As we shall see, combinations of such verbs may provide evidence that one of them -usually the first but exceptionally the second -has been grammaticalised with auxiliary status, or conversely that the second remains ungrammaticalised. The analysis of each case is different. Exhaustive coverage is not aimed at. I begin with what from a Present-day English point of view looks like the repetition of a slot, then look at some other combinations.
Doubling of auxiliaries

Double DO
Late in the Middle English period, and especially in the works of Caxton, frequent use was made of a double DO construction: (4) 1490 Ellegård (1953: 110-15) in reading did do examples as an attempt to mark causative meaning at a time when the periphrasis was on the increase and simple causative use of DO open to misunderstanding. If, as I believe, periphrastic DO was a development of causative DO (Denison 1985a (Denison , 1993 , examples like (4) provide evidence of the grammaticalisation of the DO-periphrasis as a transparent auxiliary, since two consecutive causatives with empty argument slots would be both redundant and highly opaque. Thus the first DO is periphrastic; the second, untensed, is causative. 
Double modals
Double modals are a much-tilled field and I shall not spend long on them here. Untensed forms of modals are dealt with by Visser in his (1963 Visser in his ( -1973 Visser in his ( : § §1649-1651 Visser in his ( , 1684 Visser in his ( -1687 Visser in his ( , 1722 Visser in his ( -1723 Visser in his ( , 1839 Visser in his ( , 2042 Visser in his ( , 2134 , 1 with further Middle English examples in Ogura (1993 and discussion in Nagle (1993 Nagle ( , 1995 . Some examples: A double modal implies that the second modal is in the infinitive, which is also the case in the non-finite clause of (10) The modal in the infinitive is non-epistemic (only examples (6) , (9) and (10) above show any possibility of an epistemic interpretation). This is consistent with Plank's observation (1984: 310, 314 ) that non-modal syntax and morphology in modal verbs (taking of direct objects, untensed forms) has always been associated with non-modal semantics. The double modal construction in historical texts therefore suggests that the second modal was not grammaticalised; I am unable to deduce anything about the first modal. In later English double modals are confined to dialects of northern and Scots English, plus (later still) certain south-eastern American dialects (Montgomery 1989; Montgomery and Nagle 1994 [for 1993]; de la Cruz 1995) . Again the second modal is generally root rather than epistemic (Nagle 1994: 205-6) , though futurity, which does occur as second modal, is not so obviously -to me at least -a root meaning. On the relationship between future meaning and (other) kinds of modality see Bybee, Pagliuca and Perkins (1991, esp. 24-5) .
Double perfect
There are several ways in which a double perfect can be formed. One has been common in English for centuries, though it is unclear whether it has ever attained the level of standard usage. It depends on the notion of unrealised action or unreality. (1963-1973: § §2030-2050, 2154-2156, 2188 The syntagm seen in the last clause of (20) is variously expanded as had have Ved and would have Ved, both by syntacticians and in attested instances, though it is commonest with contracted 'd for the first verb. See Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 , Wekker (1987) , and also some comments in Denison (1992 Denison ( , 1998 .
Suppose we take the first option and treat the construction as involving double HAVE (certainly correct for (21)). One analysis would treat the first HAVE as modal, since it appears to be followed by an infinitive. Example (22) shows how modal HAVE normally behaves:
(22) Before an X-ray they have to have gone without food for a whole day.
Examples like (21) would therefore be anomalous in lacking an obligation sense and in not requiring to. An alternative analysis of (20)-(21), which I prefer, takes both HAVEs as perfect, the first marking anteriority (central use of the perfect) and the second unreality (secondary use): each function is separately realised by a grammaticalised form of HAVE. The morphological oddity then consists in the fact that the second auxiliary is an infinitive rather than a past participle despite being in the HAVE perfect, rather as Dutch auxiliaries followed by an infinitive behave when they themselves have a perfect auxiliary (Geerts et al. 1984: 523-5 In the English double HAVE pattern we might expect to find forms where the second auxiliary is a past participle:
wish we hadn't had moved so fast …
The usual handbooks do not mention any, but Visser (1946 Visser ( -1956 residue of historical confusion in 'd of had and would, the latter of which would have collocated with an infinitive, not a past participle (C) possible association of infinitival rather than other forms of HAVE with unreality Factor B could only be relevant for examples from around 1600 onwards, when contracted auxiliaries are first recorded. Factor C might be a consequence of the frequent use of a modal in unreal clauses, especially with the obsolescence of the non-modal type seen in (11) . It is convenient to mention here -rather than in the sections on combinations of different auxiliaries -two further pieces of evidence that suggest that infinitival have is undergoing further grammaticalisation. One is word order evidence that suggests that strings like would have or would've are increasingly being treated as uninterruptable "chunks". The first example below is among many gathered by Boyland (1998: 3) In (30), the earliest example I have found, the of spelling for have occurs in the apodosis of a conditional which is otherwise standard; (31) draws attention to double HAVE in a protasis that accompanies a wholly standard apodosis. Many speakers thus apparently fail to see any connection between a noninitial, infinitival occurrence of HAVE in a verbal group and the normal auxiliary.
Perfect HAVE + perfect BE
There is actually an occasional HAVE perfect of the BE perfect (Visser 1963 (Visser -1973 : §2162)! Rydén & Brorström (1987: 25) find it obvious that "this variant emerged to satisfy a need for stressing the resultative aspect more emphatically than the be + P Visser (1946 Visser ( -1956 suggests that the BE-perfect "gradually got the character of" copula BE + adjective, "especially when the collocation was not accompanied by verbal adjuncts". This would then have allowed the normal conjugation of (copula) BE to operate. Visser's suggested reanalysis would be the exact converse of grammaticalisation, and it is simpler to assume that the BE-perfect never was fully grammaticalised.
Double progressive?
Actually I have no examples of the double progressive, that is, doubling of progressive BE, but perhaps it is relevant to mention the doubling of -ing, even though the first -ing should not be regarded as progressive, since verbs like KNOW, OWN which resist the progressive have -ing forms in non-finite clauses. The syntagm being + Ving should occur when a finite progressive is turned into a gerundial or present participial construction, as in: (34) The being + Ving pattern had some currency at least from the mid-sixteenth century to the early nineteenth (Denison 1985b; 1993: 394-5, 411 n.8) . Modern grammars claim it to be impossible in Present-day English. The gap is an odd one. Consider the following pairs, where a finite clause in the (a) sentence is turned into a non-finite clause in (b) by altering the first verb to an -ing:
Jim teaches/taught five new courses. b.
Teaching five new courses makes it easier. (36) a.
Jim has/had taught these courses before. b.
Having taught these courses before makes it easier. (37) a.
Jim has/had been teaching these courses for some time. b.
Having been teaching these courses for some time makes it easier.
Jim is/was teaching five new courses. b.
*Being teaching five new courses makes it easier.
There is now a systemic gap at (38)b, a gap, furthermore, which has actually opened up where previously the paradigm was complete. Mary's … (40) 1774 Woodforde, Diary I 125.12 (13 Mar) I talked with him pretty home ['directly'] about matters being so long doing -.
See Denison (1993: 394-5, 440-3) for more detail, where an attempt is made to link the loss of the being + Ving pattern to a reanalysis and grammaticalisation of progressive BE.
Double passive?
The following examples appear to combine passive BE and passive GET in a single syntagm: (41) Indeed the construction of (41)- (42) is still wholly grammatical. I assume that these apparent double passives were formed in the following steps: That is, (44)a,b were possible passives of (43), but either could be interpreted as containing a statal AP rid of the problem, with BE/GET taken as ergative and the whole clause as active. (It is impossible to assign historical priority between active and passive readings.) Then (44)bwhich would also have had an overall dynamic meaning in the active reading and even perhaps an agentive role for we -was open to reanalysis as containing a group-verb GET rid of. This is lexicalisation but not grammaticalisation. Only then could a new prepositional passive be formed from it, in the same way as from TAKE care of or PUT paid to. In this way, and because the semantic role of the problem is Patient, we can explain how (45) is possible but the double passives (46)- (48) Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 Visser ( : § §1414a, 2022 Visser ( , 2133 . (Examples (58)- (60) involve infinitival DO as complement to a causative or other non-auxiliary verb.) This material provides some weak evidence for differentiating phases of grammaticalisation of DO (Denison 1985a: §4.6) , as examples like (59) and (64) seem to show uses of DO + infinitive which are contextually like the periphrasis in excluding an intermediary (subject of DO = subject of lexical verb), and yet which precede the restriction to tensed forms which periphrastic DO and the modals later underwent in standard English. The past participle construction gained some vogue in sixteenth-century Scottish poetry, and we find examples like: (65) DO with fewer restrictions than other varieties of English, it seems almost paradoxical that "… the Scotch language used periphrastic do much more sparingly than the dialects South of the Humber even in the 16th and 17th centuries" (Ellegård 1953: 46, and cf. 164, 200n., 207n.) . But perhaps there is no paradox: if these are the same dialects which allow untensed modals, then they rely less on the operator~non-operator distinction For discussion, references and further examples see Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 , Denison (1998: 183-4) . It is possible that the increased tendency in recent years to use HAVE + been + past participle (had been made, has been surprised) for the notion of current relevance in such sentences may follow from the loss of the HAVE perfect as a simple tense equivalent (= stage C in the grammaticalisation of the perfect in §1 above). The last clause of example (72) There is one context in Present-day English, the "strange existential" of (77) mentioned by Lakoff (1987: 562-5) There's some men in the garden. c.
There's been an accident.
In Lakoff's analysis, 's in (77) is a contraction of perfect has (cf. (78)), not is, but cannot be used in uncontracted form -a "rational property" which depends on phonological identity with its "ancestor" element, the 's = copula is of normal existentials like (79)a. The invariant form there's appears to have been grammaticalised, a claim corroborated by its well-known colloquial use with plural NPs, as in (79)b. However, the strange existential also provides evidence for the status of the second auxiliary. In normal existentials, all uses of BE behave alike, auxiliary and non-auxiliary, and has been would be treated as a form of BE around which the true subject could be moved under there-insertion, as in (79)c. Pattern (77) rather suggests that the BE of been shot has been grammaticalised as an auxiliary of SHOOT.
Progressive + BE
In this section I consider combinations of the progressive, BE + Ving, with a second use of BE, the most important of which is the combination of progressive BE and passive BE ( §3.3.1). In order to put its appearance in context we need to mention alternatives ( §3.3.2), precursors ( §3.3.3), and analogues ( §3.3.4), before considering an analysis ( §3.3.5).
3.3.1. Progressive BE + passive BE According to Mossé (1938: § §263-264) and Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 entered the language, it was necessary either to do without explicit progressive marking, as in (85) and the last clause of (86): (85) or to do without explicit passive marking, as in the curious construction of (87): (87) The house is building. This is not formally a passive (there is no BE + past participle), but its subject NP is the argument which would be subject in a true passive and object in a normal active, which is why Strang (1982: 441) calls (87) a "covert passive" and Visser (1963-1973: § §1872-1881) calls it "passival". Passival (87) seems to have fulfilled the function of the missing (84); see Denison (1993: 389-91) for details of its early history. Note also (39)- (40) above. The alternatives remained in use even after the progressive passive began to be possible. Visser (1963 suggests that the retreat of the passival in the face of the advancing progressive passive did not begin until the twentieth century -though Nakamura's (1991: 126-9) statistics on usage in diaries and letters show a steep decline from midnineteenth century. I shall suggest that the replacing construction, progressive + passive, is evidence of the grammaticalisation of the progressive.
Precursors of progressive BE + passive BE
A precursor of the progressive + passive construction involved the participial or gerundial phrase being + past participle used absolutely 10 or separated from a tensed BE. The gerundial pattern appeared in the fifteenth century; for discussion see Denison (1993: 431- Denison (1993: 433) . I find one of Mossé's (1938: §262) alleged near-progressives, not as it happens repeated by Visser, particularly interesting: The all confirms that semantically, (94) The construction BE + lexical being is interesting for the light it throws on the relation between the progressive and stative verbs -here the archetypal stative verb, BE itself. It may also be relevant to the history of the progressive passive, which begins with an identical sequence of verb forms. For possible early examples see Denison (1993: 395-6) . For Mossé (1938: §266) and Visser (1963-73 : § §1834-5) the first late Modern English example is:
(97) 1761 Johnston, Chrysal II 1.x.65 but this is being wicked, for wickedness sake.
They ignore the fact that (97) and examples from Fanny Burney and Jane Austen over the next sixty years 11 do not appear to contain a progressive verbal group is being at all: rather the verb is just equative is, which links an inanimate pronoun subject (it, this, there) to a gerundial phrase being AP. The surface subject is not an argument of the AP. The pattern may have helped prepare the ground for the introduction of a progressive of BE, but it is difficult to think of a sentence like (97) which could actually have been reanalysed as a true progressive, since the function of the subject NP would have to change so radically. The first modern-looking example in Visser's collection is Jespersen's first (1909 Jespersen's first ( -1949 Here I is underlyingly an argument of being diligent. Visser explicitly (1963 Visser explicitly ( -1973 2426 n.1) -but, I would say, wrongly -accuses Jespersen of getting the date of introduction too late.
For examples with NP rather than AP as complement, the one late-seventeenthcentury example, (99), is better analysed as a non-progressive, just like (97). For good examples we must wait until the nineteenth, (100) Mossé and Visser do not distinguish two possible structures -non-progressive (99) and progressive (100) -for BE + being + AP/NP. Nor do they do so for BE + being + PA PTCP. Mossé (1938: §266) merely observes that they are analogous constructions which appeared at about the same time, but that the former remained rare until the end of the nineteenth century. Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 Visser ( : § §1834-1835 Visser ( , 2158 , however, who claims a much earlier date, suggests that BE + being + AP may have been another subsidiary cause of the use of the progressive passive.
Note also this apparent example with PP as adjunct or complement: (101) I take it that progressive BE, like other auxiliaries, is developed out of a lexical verb by reanalysis. However, of all the auxiliaries, progressive BE is the one where the semantic difference between a full-verb use and auxiliary use is least perceptible, giving us wide latitude in dating a reanalysis. I hypothesise that it occurred comparatively late. Incidentally, in my conception of syntax there is no need to assume unique, black-and-white analyses everywhere. A recently-dominant but now less salient analysis can still play a part in the behaviour of a construction, and not only in non-productive relics. Compare the concept of persistence in grammaticalization theory (Hopper 1991) . If there has been a reanalysis of the progressive, what are the consequences of locating (the most rapid phase of) the changeover in the late Modern English period? I have sketched out a scenario in previous publications (e.g. Denison 1993: 441-3; 1998: 155-7) and will be briefer here. The crucial points are that before the reanalysis a putative progressive passive:
(102) *The house was being built.
would have had to be analysed as containing the progressive of BE, but it could not have been supported by pattern (103), progressive BE + predicative adjective, since that was not in use before the nineteenth century: (103) Jim was being stupid.
Here I follow Jespersen (1909 -1949 and Strang (1970: 99) against Visser (1963 Visser ( -1973 ; see §3.3.4 above. And the semantics of syntagms like being built would not generally have been durative: see the discussion of (92)- (93) above. Hence the semantic and syntactic oddity of the progressive passive would explain its non-appearance until near the end of the eighteenth century and the fierceness of some people's reactions to it when it did finally begin to appear in print in the nineteenth century.
After the reanalysis, the progressive passive (102) became possible for those speakers with the new grammar, since it was the progressive not of passive BE but of the lexical verb. Warner (1986: 164-5) has also proposed a reanalysis of constructions involving tensed forms of BE, giving 1700 and 1850 as extreme limits. All uses of BE belong together in Warner's account. In subsequent publications (1993, 1995, 1997) he has constructed an explanation of how auxiliary verbs came to differ from full verbs by having a series of forms with independent syntactic properties, rather than belonging to a paradigm with a single subcategorisation. In this explanation the loss of the being + Ving pattern, (34), is another symptom of the same change.
Combinations involving passive GET
We take up a recent addition to the roster of possible English auxiliaries, one that is not fully grammaticalised even now: GET. For a valuable recent study see Gronemeyer (1999 There is then something of a gap. In Jespersen's collection (1909 -1949 For some reason Visser's collection (1963 Visser's collection ( -1973 misses (106)- (108) Examples (117)- (118), (120)- (121) come from Haegeman (1985: 55-6, 71) . In my opinion it is highly doubtful whether any of (117)- (122) contain GET as passive auxiliary. If Carlyle is not to be charged with using a double perfect, BE in (118) should mark passive, not perfect, but in fact from a Present-day English point of view (117)- (119) look like passives of the pattern GET + NP + PA PTCP, and Jespersen (1909 Jespersen ( -1949 In that case the GET of (117)- (119) and (123) are not convincingly passive.
Multiple auxiliary combinations
We are now in a position to look for generalisations about how certain combinations of auxiliaries came about, and when.
Two auxiliaries
Denison, Combining English auxiliaries, p.23 of 31 A modal can be followed by an auxiliary of the perfect, the progressive or the passive, and this has been the case since Old English for all such pairs except perhaps modal + perfect BE, which is said to date from the fourteenth century but has a couple of possible Old English examples. Perfect HAVE can be followed by an auxiliary of the progressive (from a1325) or the passive (c1180), and perfect BE is followed by passive WURTHE (Old English). For perfect HAVE + passive GET I have examples from 1832 ( §2.4.2).
Progressive BE can be followed by an auxiliary of the passive. Tensed progressive BE + passive BE is found from 1772 ( §3.3.1), tensed progressive BE + passive GET is found from 1819 ( §3.4.3) -both rather earlier when the first verb is untensed BE.
Three or four auxiliaries
If we treat BE as the only significant auxiliary of the progressive, the following four-verb combinations should be possible, with dates of their earliest occurrence where known: The following table arranges the information given above so that dates of first occurrence of three-auxiliary (four-verb) patterns can be compared with the dates of first occurrence of each adjacent pair of auxiliaries they contain.
14 To clarify what is being tabulated, the first line claims that pattern A (modal + perfect + progressive might have been singing) is found from ?a1425, whereas the adjacent pairings that make it up (modal + perfect might have sung and perfect + progressive has been singing) are found from Old English and a1325, respectively.
Denison, Combining English auxiliaries, p.24 of 31 I have not discussed or tabulated the maximal, four-auxiliary (five-verb) sequences, on the assumption that nothing of great significance will be lost by the omission.
The process of combining
Interestingly, Table 1 shows that it is always the first pairing which occurs earliest, then the second pairing, and finally the three-auxiliary pattern. The table would appear to support the conclusion that auxiliaries are added on at the left, at the tensed end of the verbal group, in a development like (130):
(130) has been being sung ←
is(was) being sung
In this hypothesised development, there is an easily motivated substitution of perfect has been for simple tensed is/was, and after only a modest time-lag. That is a much more satisfactory hypothesis than an imaginable (131):
(131) has been being sung ← has been sung with the rather opaque and very long-delayed substitution of progressive participle been being for simple past participle been. However, the evidence for some of the dates is too skimpy to justify any weighty conclusions. One might compare also (132) (=(77)) There's a man been shot.
There too we seem to have a grammaticalised item, 's or rather there's, added on at the left of a pre-existing been shot syntagm, though the process is a rather more complex one involving blending. Kossuth (1982: 291) presents a theory "that the order of appearance in co-occurrences parallels that of the original auxiliarization, but with a lag of a good century". That last figure seems about right, to judge from my Table 1 . However, I assume that passive BE was grammaticalised before progressive BE (see below), which is not her assumption. In Kossuth's view, finite clauses in English have always been subject to what she calls a Once-per-Clause Constraint (Kossuth 1982: 290) . This states that each optional auxiliary can appear at most once, but the basis of the rule has undergone a significant change in the last two hundred years. Formerly it had to be stated in terms of lexical items like BE, latterly in terms of grammatical categories like Progressive. I have given a detailed critique in Denison (1993: 454-5) .
The crucial dating problem is the progressive passive, as in the Present-day English example: (133) Max was being serenaded.
From a present-day perspective its introduction in the late eighteenth century is completely unmysterious, representing as it does the syntactic combination of two long-established periphrases in a semantically compositional way. The question then arises, why it took so long to appear, and why its early use met with such a torrent of abuse. In the light of the discussion of how auxiliaries combine, we can say that the combination of progressive and passive had to await the full grammaticalisation of the progressive. In §3.3.5 above I suggested that the reanalysis which produced the fully grammaticalised progressive did not take place until around the late eighteenth century. 15 
Conclusion
We have returned to the question of grammaticalisation of individual auxiliaries. The process of grammaticalisation of an originally lexical verb -which is a matter of both semantics and syntax -can be long-drawn-out and hard to assign dates to. In semantics grammaticalisation probably involves generalisation and perhaps bleaching of meaning (but cf. Brinton 1988) , while in syntax the (pre-)auxiliary changes from being head of its phrase to a modifier of the lexical head. (The latter characterisation will not apply to abstract formal analyses which stack Present-day English auxiliaries, like catenatives, in a nest of left-headed phrases, so that apart from the first, tensed verb, each verb is part of the complement of the one preceding.) In the course of this paper on combinations of auxiliaries I have given specific pieces of evidence for certain datings. Summing up, I suppose that the auxiliaries were grammaticalised in the following order: 16 GET twentieth century and continuing I have concentrated on the central auxiliaries (plus some brief observations on GET), but the many verbs which are, or have been, marginal to the auxiliary system would also repay investigation from this point of view, as with syntagms like gonna go, imperative don't let's V/let's don't V, and so on. I discuss a number of marginal auxiliaries in Denison (1998) . The history of all verbal periphrases in English is a much larger topic than can be dealt with in a single paper. The pathways of development of each periphrasis and the relationships between periphrasis and simple form are intricate matters, some of which are gone into in Denison (1993) . Even where these matters are well understood it can be difficult to decide where on the scale from full verb to auxiliary a particular example falls -in other words, to pin down the degree of grammaticalisation involved. All I have attempted here is to gather one particular sort of evidence, in the belief that it may shed light on the processes of grammaticalisation. 
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